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Abstract 
The process of globalization of the economy that has been made in recent years, requires a new perspective on the development 
of enterprises and a more professional management of these entities. Therefore, the concept of competitiveness has become 
particularly important for companies and at the same time also quite popular among entrepreneurs, managers and business 
organizations. The paper presents a variety of approaches to the competitiveness of enterprises in the current state of art, an 
integrated model of competitiveness of the company, verification the relationships between the elements of an integrated model 
of competitiveness of the company using a sample of 992 enterprise from Poland, Czech Republic and Slovakia. 
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1. Introduction 
The mutual relations between companies in a market economy, which are considered to be the normal condition, 
are the competition. The word "competition" means at the same time a condition that occurs when subjects compete. 
The biggest challenge, which managers running an enterprise must cope with in the global environment - in 
conditions of a "generalized uncertainty" (Koźmiński, 2004) - is the growing market competition, which implies the 
need to constantly improve own competitiveness. 
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A large number of companies in the sector creates a variety of situations in which companies compete with one 
another. At the same time, enterprises are striving for the same pool of demand, and in fact the money held by the 
purchaser (Wilkinson, 2005). "Potential buyers are sovereigns, and their demand is the value of limited availability. 
The essence of competition consists precisely in lobbying for the availability of this demand, and then to maintain 
own (competitive) market position. (...) It is a continuous process. Those companies that have mastered the art of 
competing for customers remain on the market." (Strużycki, 2002). 
In the current state of art, the view is present that "the competition means the contradictions, which are revealed 
between market players within the overlapping goals. These goals are commonly associated with a specific group of 
customers. (...) It is important for the competitive struggle that the achievement of the intended objective (usually an 
economic effect) happens at the expense of other rival (on the supply side) market entities." (Kramer, 2000). Other 
authors recognize that competition is "a rivalry or antagonism between two or a bigger number of more or less equal 
rivals." (Penc, 1999). However, narrowing the competition phenomenon only to companies which are in a way 
similar to one another seems inappropriate. Competition occurs also certainly in the case of companies with a large 
asymmetry in the existing resources, core competencies and market shares (Theoriou et al., 2009). 
Competition is, therefore, a process in which market subjects, seeking to fulfill their interests, try to provide a 
more favorable offers from others in terms of price, quality or other characteristics affecting the decision to make the 
transaction. (Wattanapruttipaisan, 2002).  It should be emphasized that the theory of competition in the market, was 
largely influenced by the theory of evolution. In the simplest model of the evolution the principle is that the one who 
is stronger survives. It applies to individuals of a given species, and points to the need to fight within the species for 
the chances of survival (Vromen, 2013). 
Competition may exist in different types of economies. (Obłój and Sosnowski, 1998). In the case of a market 
economy it is a continuous activity, and as a result, the companies that master the art of competition better, are able 
to demonstrate the superiority of their products and services over the goods of other market subjects, and remain on 
the market. (D’Aveni, 1995).  At the same time, competition between companies is a race for the position on the 
market. Firms compete by the means of the characteristics of competitiveness, but the real problem is to distinguish 
which are the key and which secondary features of competitiveness (Hamel and Prahalad, 1994). 
Competition and competing can therefore be considered to be two inherent features of companies. In this process, 
the companies which select the key aspects of competing become more competitive than others and can succeed. 
The purpose of this article is to verify the integrated model of competitiveness of the company, presented in 
previous publications of the authors (Flak and Głód, 2009; Flak and Głód, 2012), based on the research conducted in 
2014, as a part of the Company Competitiveness Barometer – Barometer24. The study was conducted in Poland, the 
Czech Republic and Slovakia in the period from 1 March to 30 October 2014. 
The specific objectives of this article are as follow: 
x to present a variety of approaches to the competitiveness of enterprises in the current state of art, 
x to indicate different models illustrating the competitiveness of enterprises and their components, 
x to present an integrated model of competitiveness of the company, 
x to verify the relationships between the elements of an integrated model of competitiveness of the company, 
x to compare the results of the verification with the results of other studies on the competitiveness of enterprises. 
In the Company Competitiveness Barometer 2014 the questionnaire method was applied in 5 areas of company’s 
competitiveness research. These areas are: competitive potential, competitive strategy, competitive advantage, 
competitive position and platform of competition (business environment). In addition, what is important in the case 
of empirical research by the means of a survey, knowledge of the components of these areas of the company's 
competitiveness is quite widespread among employees. Most of the research questions do not require detailed 
financial, personal or technical information. The questionnaire used in the Company Competitiveness Barometer 
2014 had 45 questions. The questionnaire can be found on the website www.konkurencyjniprzetrwaja.pl. 
610   Olaf Flak and Grzegorz Głód /  Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences  207 ( 2015 )  608 – 631 
2. Literature Review And Hypotheses 
2.1. Company Competitiveness 
The process of globalization of the economy that has been made in recent years, requires a new perspective on 
the development of enterprises and a more professional management of these entities. (Garbarski, 1999). Therefore, 
the concept of competitiveness has become particularly important for companies and at the same time also quite 
popular among entrepreneurs, managers and business organizations. (Ambastha and Momaya, 2004). It is widely 
believed that in the market economy the improvement of the competitiveness of enterprises in a given region of the 
country in the long term effects in rising the level of competitiveness of the national economy as a whole.(Blair, 
2004). 
Attempts to define the term of competitiveness of the company appear frequently in scientific publications and on 
the occasion of the research conducted by various institutions in different countries (Cetindamar, Kilitcioglu, 2013). 
For example, the UK government has proposed to define a single entity’s competitiveness as the ability to produce 
the right products of the right quality and at the right price and time (Benchmarking UK, 2013) On the other hand, 
the European Union has developed a formula, according to which a firm's competitiveness is determined by its 
ability to support the potential that helps meeting the needs of customers through efficient supply of products and 
services, on increasingly better price and non-price conditions and of a better quality than those offered by 
competitors (Annoni, Dijkstra, 2013).  
Defining the concept of competitiveness of the enterprise results in concepts of two perspectives (Olszewska and 
Piwoni-Krzeszowska, 2004): 
x static – as a certain condition imaging the capabilities of the company in relation to competitors, 
x dynamic – as the company's ability to use their own potential and external conditions, as well as improving their 
current position toward competitors. 
The concept of competitiveness is used to determine the ratio of the enterprise characteristics to those of its 
competitors, resulting from many internal features and the ability to deal with the external environment (Lombana, 
2011). Thus the competitiveness of the company expresses its efficiency to use the resources in the processes of 
value creation, particularly for customers, but also for other interest groups (e.g. the board, owners, potential 
investors) (Urbanowicz-Sojkin et al., 2004). 
In the current state of art, the competitiveness of enterprises is also understood as: 
x the ability of the company to develop sustainably in the long term and the ability to maintain, and even enlarge 
its participation in the sector or market segment, (Skawińska, 2002), 
x the ability of the company to raise its operational efficiency by improving its position in the market, (Poznańska, 
2004), 
x a process in which companies seeking to achieve their goals, try to provide more favorable products or services 
than others, lower prices, additional benefits or other characteristics affecting the decisions about the transactions 
on the market (Barbosa et al., 2010), 
x the ability to design, produce and sell goods, whose prices, quality and other characteristics are more attractive 
than the corresponding characteristics of the goods offered by competitors (Kisiel, 2005), 
x the ability to achieve and sustain competitive advantage (Gorynia, 2004). 
At the same time all the definitions of competitiveness present in the literature indicate that this is a feature of the 
company, which is of a multidimensional character (Iarosii, 2013). According to many authors, subject to an 
assessment of competitiveness should be all areas of the company, which decide about: the attractiveness of the 
offer, the economic condition of the company, its organizational and technical efficiency (Donno, 2013). The ability 
to compete defined in such a way may be relative, which means you can compare companies in pairs. 
When reviewing the definitions of competitiveness, you can also find more synthetic approach to competitiveness 
of the company as a greater efficiency in the production and delivery of products and services compared to 
competitors (Wattanapruttipaisan, 2002; Ambastka and Mamoya, 2004), or the ability to continuously deliver the 
added value to the stakeholders (Dwyer and Kim, 2003), or to be profitable and have a sustained dominant market 
position (Lombana, 2006). Competitiveness is often simply equated with the price, product quality, productivity of 
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the resources, production costs or the competitive advantage itself (Lombana, 2006). Another definition of 
competitiveness presents A. Stabryła, who defines it as a measure of an aggregate possibility to compete with other 
companies to achieve or maintain a certain competitive position, because of the marketplace, financial, technical-
utility and organizational criteria (Stabryła, 2000). 
Competitiveness is a concept that evaluates the entities participating in the competition in terms of the results, as 
well as the ability to achieve benefits in the future in a changing environment (Bossak and Bieńkowski, 2004). 
Competitiveness may be a general method to deal with the competition, which allows you to specify the 
mechanisms and tools to compete in the both long and short term (Pierścionek, 2005).  
All in all, competitive is such a subject which in its economic activity can both increase the commercial 
attractiveness of products and services, and on the other hand, ensure the achievement of the desired level of 
profitability. If a company receives a growth from sales, but at the same time no advantage to ensure adequate levels 
of profitability, it is uncompetitive (Bossak and Bieńkowski, 2004). 
The company's ability to compete is relative, it is reviewed and evaluated from the point of view of a particular 
market sector (Olszewska and Piwoni-Krzeszowska, 2004). The company referred to as "competitive" is able to 
achieve from its economic activity relatively greater benefits than competitors (Hemmatfar et al., 2010). Thus the 
competitive ability is here synonymous with competitiveness (Stabryła, 2000). First of all, while thinking about the 
competitiveness of the company one must take into account the time perspective. The competitiveness of the 
company is the ability to maintain or improve the currently achieved competitive position (Bossak and Bieńkowski, 
2004). 
In this context, competitiveness is the ability to compete, ergo to act and survive in a competitive environment (in 
a closer environment – note authors) (Gorynia, 2002) Competitiveness is in this case the company's ability to resist 
competitors (Tomanek, 2002). 
2.2. Company Competitiveness Models 
To illustrate the diversity of approaches to the competitiveness of the company, the following part of this article 
describes several models of competitiveness of the company, significantly different from each other. 
In the models of competitiveness of the company often presented in the state of art a competitive advantage plays 
a key role (Rolstadas, 1995). An example of such approach is another Hao Ma model, which focuses primarily on 
the aspect of creating a competitive advantage (Ma, 2000). It shows the basic relationships between the influence of 
the external environment on the elements that form the composition of the competitive advantage. In the Hao Ma 
model, only competitive advantage and the process of its creation, considering its individual components, or the 
impact of the external environment, appear. An inclusion in the advantage of so different elements in terms of 
origin, as the external environment, managerial talent, innovation and costs is, at least, debatable. 
Also the D. Aaker’s model refers in its central point to the concept of competitive advantage. This advantage 
arises as a result of the proper compilation of three factors: assets held, competitive strategy and competitive 
position. Owing to such distinction, it seems important to use a situational approach in the research of 
competitiveness of the company, because using standard competition models in relation to local or regional markets 
may not produce the desired results. According to D. Aaker, in the process of creation of competitiveness of the 
company a choice of the strategy of competition plays an important role (Aaker, 1989) Competitive strategy, in his 
understanding, includes methods of making the competitive struggle, which have a direct impact on the selection of 
target markets, competition and the need to analyze the actions of competitors (Zairi, 1994). 
The answer, as it were, to the above postulate is the model R. Veliyath and E. Fitzgerald, which emphasized the 
process of matching different places of hyper competition and the company's strategy in order to create a 
competitive advantage. An element named by R. Veliyath and E. Fitzgerald as "the company" can be understood as 
a competitive potential, strategies of competition as instruments to compete, and an arena of hyper competition as a 
competitive potential. The latter, however, differs from the potential as it is available to all companies, not just for 
one (Veliyath and Fitzgerald, 2000).  
An innovative feature of this model is an approach "7Ss", introduced by D'Aveni. The first two "S" are associated 
with responding to the stakeholders’ needs better than competitors (the first "S" – Superior Stakeholder Satisfaction) 
and creating new needs of the current and future customers (the second "S" – soothsaying) ( D’Aveni, 1995). 
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The third and fourth "S" is connected to positioning by the means of quick response (third "S" – Positioning for 
Speed) and surprise (fourth "S" – Positioning for Surprise). The last three "S" are associated with the formation of 
strategic interactions: creating the rules of market competition (the fifth "S" – Shirting the Rules), signaling the 
possibility of attack and defense of the market positions (sixth "S" – Signaling Strategic Intent) and simultaneous 
and sequential moves which are surprising for the competition (seventh "S" – Simultaneous and Sequential Thrusts). 
(Veliyath and Fitzgerald, 2000).  
An example of a model based on cause and effect mechanism is the model of Z. Pierścionek (Pierścionek 2003). 
At the same time it is also the mechanism of formation of competitiveness of the company, in which competitive 
factors can be divided into the effect ones and the ones providing a source of competitive advantage in the 
subsequent links of value creation. In this model, the most important role is played by the customers and their needs. 
The whole chain of cause and effect of creating the competitiveness of the company has its foundation in the core 
competencies and distinctive capabilities (Pierścionek 2003). In addition, the entire internal chain of creating the 
competitiveness of the company is affected by the environment (Quesada et al., 2012) Comparing this model with 
the others, the special role of core competencies, considered from the point of view of the needs of customers, 
should be emphasized. 
In the Z. Pierścionek’s model the dominant role of the marketing approach can be seen, on the grounds of the 
emphasis of the recipient as an entity that ultimately decides (sometimes in a completely subjective way) what from 
their point of view is an attractive (competitive) product or service (Pierścionek, 2003). It should be noted, that in 
this model an element of the proximal and distal environment is clearly isolated, as well as the relationships between 
the sectors. 
Z. Pierścionek’s model corresponds to a large extent with the model of M.J. Stankiewicz, which includes items 
such as: the competitive potential, competitive advantage, the instruments to compete and the competitive position 
(Kusa, 2008). In this way the cause and effect relations of the process of creating the competitiveness of the 
company are clearly explained. It seems that you can equate the competitive potential in the M.J. Stankiewicz’s 
model and two modules in the Z. Pierścionek’s model, which contain, inter alia, knowledge and management skills 
and procedures, organizational structures, information systems etc. M.J. Stankiewicz, however, draws the attention 
to the fact that these elements of competitiveness could be achieved in the past or only currently worked out. 
This model shows the process of creating a competitiveness, taking into account the cause and effect 
relationships between its structural elements, i.e.: the competitive potential, competitive advantage, competitive 
instruments, and competitive position (Dzikowska and Gorynia, 2012). In this model, the creation of the company's 
competitiveness is in continuous planning, building and control in the area of these four elements. 
In the state of art, the M.J. Stankiewicz’s model was an inspiration for further research in the area of the 
competitiveness of a company. Its modification is a model of E. Skawińska, and O. Flak (Flak, 2008). E. 
Skawińska’s model is, however, an extended M. J. Stankiewicz’s model, in which the proposed indicators were 
explicitly placed in order to define the characteristics of elements of competitiveness (Skawińska, 2002) A similar 
approach is presented in G. Głód’s model, who, however, decided to put within the company’s impact the 
competitive strategy and competitive position (Głód, 2007). The result of the company’s undertaken actions is only 
the competitive advantage, and – as in the case of other authors – competitive position. 
In the E. Skawińska’s model, the creation of the competitiveness of the company lies in the continuous, 
deliberate, thoughtful and planned impact on each of its sub-systems, taking into account the existence of feedback 
between them. The presented model the competitive potential is intraorganizational source of competitive advantage 
and determines its main dimensions: type, size and durability. The competitive advantage provides the basis for 
preparation of the offer and use of certain instruments of competition, which after having been assessed by the 
market, make it possible to achieve a specific competitive position (Stankiewicz, 2005). 
The afore mentioned concepts of the competitiveness of the company do not seem to compete and exhaust the 
conditions of competing and are not universal enough to apply them universally as a way of understanding the 
company's operations on the market. 
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2.3. Models‘ elements and definitions 
The afore presented models show four dominant elements in the approach to modeling the phenomenon of 
competitiveness. These are: competitive potential, competitive strategy, competitive advantage, competitive 
position. 
Competitive potential is defined as follows: 
x A set of tangible and intangible resources, enabling the company to gain competitive advantage through the 
optimal use of them in the process of creation of instruments of competition. (Stankiewicz, 1999). 
x Category based on the resources and skills of the company; most important type of the company's potential is the 
so-called development potential. It is divided into components, such as the potential for material, labor potential 
(intellectual and knowledge) as well as financial and strategic potential (Lichtarski, 1999). 
x These resources, which the company should have to be able to use them to build, maintain and strengthen its 
competitiveness (Stankiewicz, 2005). 
x Unique resources and their appropriate use, allowing companies to generate profits, and at the same time to 
achieve a competitive advantage in a long turn ( Boyd et al., 1997). 
x At the lowest level of the hierarchical structure the resources are located, which are assigned the lowest value – 
dependent on the degree of ability to use them (Pisano and Shih, 2009). 
x Key competences which are a unique combination of technology, knowledge and skills possessed by the 
organization (Kacała, 2003). 
x The resources, the use of which allows companies to generate profits, and at the same time to achieve a 
competitive advantage in a long turn ( Boyd et al., 1997). 
x The unique combination of technology, knowledge and skills possessed by the organization (Kacała, 2003). 
Competitive strategy can be defined as: 
x A long-term and comprehensive approach to compete (Kaleta, 2000). 
x A way of gaining competitive advantage in order to achieve the desired competitive position.(Romanowska, 
2004). 
x Plan for maximizing the use of resources that exist and are possible to acquire by the company according to the 
strategic objectives.(Penc, 1997). 
Competitive advantage is defined as: 
x Ability to compete is determined by the competitive advantage achieved (Urbanowicz-Sojkin et al., 2004). 
x "A collection of tangible and intangible assets, in which the advantage is viewed from the perspective of the 
company’s distinctive competences" that secure superiority over its competitors (Bochańczyk-Kupka, 2004). 
x The unique position of the company in the market achieved by offering the same or similar products at lower 
prices(Bochańczyk-Kupka, 2004). 
x Gaining and maintaining higher benefits for customers or achieving lower relative costs and greater market share 
(Barney, 1991). 
x It is a result of a competitive strategy, which the current and potential competitors are not able to 
implement(Barney, 1991). 
x Uniqueness perceived by customers(Urbanowicz-Sojkin et al., 2004). 
x Feature, which is not possessed by the competitors (Urbanowicz-Sojkin et al., 2004). 
x "The ability to exploit the potential in such a way (...) that ensures the creation of added value." (Stankiewicz, 
2002). 
x "The unique position of the company in the sector in relation to other competitors, enabling outstanding 
performance and overtaking its competitors."(Stabryła 2000). 
x Higher benefit to the buyer that comes from the offered products and services, pricing, ways of informing and 
selling in relation to competitors (Sztucki, 1998). 
x Ability to propose a similar market offer to the competitors at lower unit costs (Pietrzak, 2002). 
x Ability to propose better (in the eyes of the customer) market offer at the unit-cost similar to the competitors 
(Pietrzak, 2002). 
x Preparation of the products or services of higher customer value than competitors (Dess et al., 2003). 
The competitive positioning is defined in a following way: 
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x It is the optimal allocation of scarce resources by a company, marketing activities designed to develop 
competitive advantages, reduction of the transaction costs (Lado, Boyd, Hanlon, 1997). 
x It is a measure of competitive advantage achieved, measured in relation to the other company in the sector 
(Malara, 2006). 
x It is a manifestation of the company's strengths in comparison to competitors (Schwetje and Vaseghi, 2007). 
x The company's ability to compete. It is determined by identifying its possibilities in relation to other companies, 
which are competitors in the market sector (Urbanowska-Sojkin, 1999). 
x The ability to satisfactory and effective operate and develop in conditions of perfect or imperfect 
competition(Urbanowska-Sojkin, 1999). 
x A measure of the competitiveness of the company’s product in relation to competing products (Bayomi et al.,  
2013). 
x The result of such variables as: relative market share, profit in relation to competitors, the ability to compete on 
price and quality, knowledge of the market, modern technology in the production of modern products or 
managing the organization (Inal, 2013). 
x Category of a company measured by the market share and profitability (Stankiewicz, 1999). 
x Gaining a competitive advantage over other companies in the sector (Stankiewicz, 1999). 
x The term to determine the status of the company assessed from the perspective of two criteria: the perceived 
value of the product and the purchase price (Bowman and Faulkner, 1996). 
2.4. Integrated model of company competitiveness 
Based on the current state of the art an integrated model of competitiveness was developed (Flak and Głód, 
2012). The competitiveness of enterprises has been defined as a multi-dimensional feature of the company, resulting 
both from internal characteristics and the ability to cope with the external market conditions. Competitiveness has a 
relative character and can be used to describe the interaction of enterprises in the sector(Flak and Głód, 2012).  
Fig. 1 shows the integrated model of competitiveness. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Fig. 1. The Competitiveness Integrated Model of a company 
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Source: (Flak and Głód, 2012) 
 
Since the company's competitiveness is a highly abstract and general concept, it is necessary to isolate the 
component concepts. 
The first of these – the competitive potential – are resources, which the company has or should have to be able to 
use them to build, maintain and strengthen its competitiveness (Stankiewicz, 2002). These are, in a broad sense, 
business opportunities arising from the owned tangible and intangible capital. It can be assumed that the competitive 
potential of the company is also a relative, multidimensional concept (Flak and Głód, 2012). 
The second – competitive strategy – is an adopted program of action aiming to achieve a competitive advantage 
against other subjects of the competitive environment (microenvironment), serving to achieve the basic objectives of 
the company (Kaleta, 2000; Bień et al., 1997; Flak and Głód, 2014 (1)).  
The third, – a competitive advantage – the authors define as the ability of the company to deliver the tangible and 
intangible assets to the buyer through the market (Flak and Głód, 2012).  It can also be assumed that the competitive 
advantage of the company is a relative, multidimensional concept (Flak and Głód, 2009). 
The fourth concept is the competitive positioning, understood as the synthetic economic results of the company, 
resulting from the ability of the enterprise to compete now and in the future (Bossak, Bieńkowski, 2004:31). The 
competitive positioning of the company, as well as competitive potential and advantage, is in the presented model a 
relative, multidimensional concept (Flak, Głód, 2009). 
As previously mentioned, the competitiveness is also influenced by the environment of the company. In the 
competitiveness integrated model the environment was called the platform of competition. It means a set of macro- 
and microenvironmental features in which the company operates in the sector (Flak and Głód, 2009). Features of the 
macroenvironment are the same for every company operating in the sector, however, the microenvironment 
characteristics may be different for each company in the sector. 
In the competitiveness integrated model of the company the following relationships exist: 
1. Types and characteristics of the competitive potential of a company have an impact on the types and attributes 
used by the company; this is a short-term impact. 
2. Types and characteristics of the competitive strategy influences (through feedback) the types and characteristics 
of the competitive potential of a company; This is a short-term impact. 
3. Types and characteristics of competitive strategies affect the types and characteristics of competitive advantage 
of a company; This is a short-term impact. 
4. Types and characteristics of competitive advantage affect the competitive position of a company; This is a short-
term impact. 
5. The competitive position influences (through feedback) the types and characteristics of the competitive potential 
of a company; This is a long-term impact. 
6. The platform of competition will affect all of the above ingredients of competitiveness of the company, and thus 
the potential competitive, competitive strategy, competitive advantage and competitive positioning; but it is 
worth to note that the characteristics of the macroenvironment affect in the same way all the companies in the 
sector, and the characteristics of microenvironment may affect differently different companies in the sector. This 
is a short-term impact. 
To summarize the above considerations and presented definitions some assumptions about the interconnectedness 
of phenomena described by these terms can be formulated. 
Assumptions of the competitiveness integrated model of the company are as follows: 
1. Competition between companies takes place within the sector in which they run. 
2. The company's competitiveness is affected both dependent and independent factors. 
3. The platform of competition includes the characteristics of both micro- and macro-environment. Features of the 
macro-environment are constant at a given point in time, and the same for all competing companies. In contrast, 
the characteristics of microenvironment may vary for each of them. 
4. The platform of competition does not depend on a single company. 
5. Characteristics of companies included in the concepts of potential, strategy, advantage and competitive position, 
are different for each of them (there may be identical cases). 
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6. Characteristics of companies included in the concepts of potential, strategy and competitive advantage are 
dependent on one another. 
7. Characteristics of companies included in the concept of competitive position, are independent of one another. 
8. Determination of the competitiveness of the company is possible through the simultaneous diagnosis of all the 
elements of the competitiveness integrated model. 
9. Determination of the competitiveness of the company is possible only in the sector in which it competes. 
10. Determination of the competitiveness of the company is possible in two ways: 
x by comparing it to the competitiveness of other companies in the sector, 
x by comparing it to the theoretical pattern of the most competitive company in the given sector. 
2.5. Hypotheses 
In the light of the literature and before launching the research as part of the Company Competitiveness Barometer 
2014 the following hypotheses were made: 
x H1: Competitive potential of the company has a significant impact on the type of the applied competitive 
strategy. 
x H2: Applied competitive strategy has a significant impact on the type of competitive advantage of a company. 
x H3: Competitive advantage achieved significantly affects the competitive position of the company. 
x H4: Competitive position reached has a significant impact on its competitive potential. 
x H5: Platform of competition has a significant impact on the competitive potential of the company. 
x H6: Platform of competition has a significant impact on the type of competitive strategy of the company. 
x H7: Platform of competition has a significant impact on the type of competitive advantage of the company. 
x H8: Platform of competition has a significant impact on the achieved competitive position. 
3. Methodology 
The Company Competitiveness Barometer is a method based on the ALL2USE method. (Flak and Głód, 2012). It 
sets the measurement of all components of the competitiveness model shown in Fig. 1, in one, short period of time. 
Because of the time lag of the effects caused by e.g. in a competition strategy by elements of competitive potential, 
this method is suitable for static measurement of competitiveness of the company (Flak and Głód, 2014 (2)). 
Between different moments of measurement changes may be made in the elements of the competitiveness 
integrated model of the company, and another measurement of competitiveness can take place only after a certain 
time period, e.g. after a year. 
The outline of the method in the form of a timeline is shown in Fig. 2. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
Fig. 2. The outline of ALL2USE method. 
Source: (Flak and Głód, 2014 (2)). 
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As shown in Fig. 2 at the beginning of the measurement a start time is to be determined. It is the moment when 
you start to use the model and use the ALL2USE method. Then, at least one measurement period T is to be 
determined (e.g. for measurement 1 it is T1). 
Stages marked in Fig. 2. are, respectively (Flak and Głód, 2014 (2)): 
x Stage 1 – the initial diagnosis of all elements of competitiveness; it takes place only after beginning to use 
ALL2USE method, in each subsequent measurement this stage is replaced by the Stage 5, 
x Stage 2 – constructive evaluation of the results, and in subsequent measurements comparison of the current 
results with the previous ones, 
x Stage 3 - Preparation of changes in competitive potential, strategy or advantage (elements depending on the 
company), 
x Stage 4 – Implementation of the changes in the competitive potential, strategy or advantage (elements depending 
on the company), 
x Stage 5. – Final diagnosis of all the elements of competitiveness in the first measurement; the case of the second 
and further measurements the first stage is replaced by this stage, so it is simultaneously the initial diagnosis for 
the next measurement cycle. This gives a chance to notice causal relationships between all the elements of the 
model, but over the intended period of time T. 
The ALL2USE method involves a measurement of all components of the competitiveness model shown in Fig. 1, 
in one, short period of time. Because of the time lag of effects caused by, e.g. in a competition strategy by the 
elements of competitive potential, this method is suitable for static measurement of competitiveness of the company. 
Between the different moments while carrying out the measurement the changes in the competitive potential, 
competitive strategy and competitive advantage of the company can be made, and the subsequent measurement of 
competitiveness can be made only after a certain period of time, e.g. after a year (Flak and Głód, 2012). 
The Company Competitiveness Barometer uses the questionnaire method in all areas of the company’s 
competitiveness research. These areas are: competitive potential, competitive strategy, competitive advantage, 
competitive positioning. 
Tab. 1 shows the range of thematic questions. 
 
Tab. 1. The thematic scope of the questions in the Company Competitiveness Barometer 
Model element Question 
number 
Question thematic scope 
C
om
pe
tit
iv
e 
po
te
nt
ia
l 
1 level of available funds held 
2 debt capacity of the company 
3 profit on core business 
4 way of cumulating the knowledge in the company 
5 extent to which a single employee can introduce small improvements in his work 
6 frequency of drawing meaningful conclusions from projects or activities that 
have been successful 
7 creativity of employees who are the most critical to the activities of the company 
8 extent to which the company documents its projects, initiatives, production 
processes 
9 work experience of the employees who are the most critical to the activities of 
the company 
10 extent to which the employee is free to choose how to perform tasks 
11 way to learn about the company's strategy by employees 
12 moral (economic) obsolescence of the existing capital assets 
C
om
pe
tit
iv
e 
st
ra
te
gy
 13 occurrence in the company of dynamic growth of the marketing skills 
14 care of high reputation and undertaken actions in the field of public relations 
15 application of methods aimed at "slimming" the organization, including lean 
management 
16 measures aimed at maintaining a strong position of the company's commercial 
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brand 
17 customization of the trade offer to the individual needs of each client 
18 attempts to independently create market niches 
19 use of modern methods of marketing research in order to reach the right target 
group of customers 
20 search of more competitive cooperators by the means of outsourcing 
21 use of benchmarking aimed at the search of the ways to decrease production 
costs or offered services 
22 use of the economies of scale and experience 
C
om
pe
tit
iv
e 
ad
va
nt
ag
e 
23 main objective of the currently applied pricing strategy for all products and 
services 
24 frequency of price negotiation by the purchaser of products or services 
25 extent to which the distribution system provides timely supply of products or 
services 
26 possibility of testing a product or service by the customer before the purchase 
27 quantity of products or services covered by the warranty (e.g. a free service, 
repair or replacement) 
28 extent to which the products or services of the company meet generally accepted 
criteria of being environmentally friendly 
29 frequency of planning of the product or service’s lifetime before its introduction 
to sale 
30 percentage of company’s clients covered by the loyalty program 
C
om
pe
tit
iv
e 
po
si
tio
ni
ng
 31 capacity for timely payment of liabilities 
32 level of debt 
33 level of the percentage index of market share 
34 level of the index of return on sales 
35 sales revenue growth 
36 return on equity of the company (own and third party’s) 
Th
e 
pl
at
fo
rm
 o
f c
om
pe
tit
io
n 
37 threat to the company from companies in developing countries 
38 attitude of Polish consumers of the products or services offered by companies in 
the sector 
39 possibility of using flexible forms of employment 
40 extent of conservation of technology that the company uses in the last 5 years 
41 extent to which the quality of the product or service depends on the quality of 
raw materials (intermediates) from the supplier 
42 difficulty to withdraw from the current sector 
43 chance that the recipient in the coming year will begin the production of a 
product or service on their own 
44 extent to which brand awareness affects consumers' purchasing decisions 
45 degree of similarity of the substitutes to the products or services offered by the 
company 
 
 
The fact of using the questionnaire method and the need to aggregate the respondents also influenced the choice 
of closed questions. 
The method of calculating the results of the evaluation of the competitiveness for a single enterprise was based 
on the following assumptions: 
x there is no theoretical model of an absolutely correct answer for any sector of the economy (the platform of 
competition) valid for a longer period of time, defining the features of the most competitive company, (Flak and 
Głód, 2012). 
x comparison of the competitiveness of companies can be only of a relative character,(Olszewska and Piwoni-
Krzeszowska, 2004). 
619 Olaf Flak and Grzegorz Głód /  Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences  207 ( 2015 )  608 – 631 
x characteristics of the most competitive companies in the sector are focused on some of the values of these 
features, but there is a low probability that firms with extreme characteristics were among the most competitive 
in the sector (Bień et al., 1997). 
Assumptions presented in the points a, b and c, and the fact, that the respondents, especially the ones filling the 
questionnaire on the Internet, expect an immediate result of their actions, led the authors to develop an algorithm for 
calculating the results online. The method of calculation of results has been presented in previous publications of the 
authors. (Flak, 2004; Flak and Głód, 2014 (2)). 
The idea of internationalization of the research based on the competitiveness integrated model first appeared at 
the turn of 2013 and 2014. At that time the Barometer24 research project was launched, which brings together 5 
countries: Poland, Czech Republic, Slovakia, Finland and Spain. Universities involved in the project are: University 
of Economics in Katowice, University of Silesia in Katowice, Ostrava Business School, University of Economics in 
Bratislava, University of Salamanca, Technical University in Ostrava, and Leaura University of Applied Science. A 
detailed description of the project was published in previous publications of the authors (Flak and Głód, 2014 (3)). 
4. Results of The Research 
4.1. Hypotheses 
The Company Competitiveness Barometer 2014 involved 992 companies – 252 from Poland, 80 from the Czech 
Republic and 660 from Slovakia. The survey was carried out from 1 September to 30 November 2014. It was the 
first international edition of the Barometer, and its third edition in Poland. In 2013, the Barometer involved 173 
Polish companies, and in 2012 – 109 Polish companies. 
The structure of the research sample, which took part in the Company Competitiveness Barometer 2014 are 
shown in Tab. 2, Tab. 3, Tab. 4. 
 
Tab. 2. Structure of the surveyed companies in Poland in 2014 
Number and percentage of companies with different duration of activity in the market 
Until 5 years 43 companies (17,06%) 
From 6 till 10 years 55 companies (21,82%) 
From 11 till 20 years 90 companies (35,91%) 
From 21 till 40 years 44 companies (17,46%) 
Above 40 years 20 companies (7,93%) 
Number and percentage of companies with different number of employees 
Up to 9 employees 76 companies - 30,15% 
From 10 to 49 employees 72 companies – 28,57% 
From 50 to 249 employees 44 companies – 17,46% 
250 employees and more 60 companies – 23,80% 
 
Tab. 3. Structure of the surveyed companies in the Czech Republic in 2014 
Number and percentage of companies with different duration of activity in the market 
Until 5 years 9 companies (11,25%) 
From 6 till 10 years 19 companies (23,75%) 
From 11 till 20 years 27 companies (33,75%) 
From 21 till 40 years 16 companies (20%) 
Above 40 years 9 companies (11,25%) 
Number and percentage of companies with different number of employees 
Up to 9 employees 36 companies – 45% 
From 10 to 49 employees 23 companies – 28,75% 
From 50 to 249 employees 10 companies – 12,50% 
250 employees and more 11 companies – 13,75% 
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Tab. 4. Structure of the surveyed companies in Slovakia in 2014 
Number and percentage of companies with different duration of activity in the market 
Until 5 years 127 companies (19,24%) 
From 6 till 10 years 163 companies (24,70%) 
From 11 till 20 years 206 companies (31,21%) 
From 21 till 40 years 110 companies (16,67%) 
Above 40 years 46 companies (8,18%) 
Number and percentage of companies with different number of employees 
Up to 9 employees 175 companies – 26,52% 
From 10 to 49 employees 201 companies – 30,45% 
From 50 to 249 employees 166 companies – 25,15% 
250 employees and more 118 companies – 17,88% 
 
Hypotheses presented before conducting the survey in the form of the Company Competitiveness Barometer 
(Barometer24.org) were introduced in the Introduction of this paper. In the following paragraphs these hypotheses 
will be verified separately for each of the countries participating in the Company Competitiveness Barometer. 
4.2. Results of the research in Poland 
The strength and direction of the relationship between the elements of the competitiveness model of 
competitiveness of the company were evaluated basing on the Pearson correlation coefficients and partial correlation 
coefficients between the values of these elements as aggregated variables. The results are presented in Tab. 5 and 
Tab. 6. In this case, the importance of the level of significance adopted in the study should be explained. Correlation 
coefficients greater than 0.14 are substantially greater than 0 at a significance level of 0.01, and the correlation 
coefficients greater than 0.08 are substantially greater than 0 at a significance level of 0.1. The results obtained are 
well above the 0.14 level, meaning that there is only a very small probability (by several ranks of magnitude smaller 
than 0.01) that the obtained correlations between the elements of the model are not accurate.  
 
Tab. 5. Pearson correlation coefficients between the elements of the competitiveness integrated model of the 
company in Poland in 2014 
 Competitive 
potential 
Strategy of 
competition 
Competitive 
advantage 
Competitive 
positioning 
Strategy of competition 0,427 - - - 
Competitive advantage 0,565 0,361 - - 
Competitive positioning 0,512 0,360 0,397 - 
Platform of competition 0,094 0,228 0,214 0,068 
 
Tab. 6. Partial correlation coefficients between the elements of the competitiveness integrated model of the 
company in Poland in 2014 
 Competitive 
potential 
Strategy of 
competition 
Competitive 
advantage 
Competitive 
positioning 
Strategy of competition 0,290 - - - 
Competitive advantage 0,487 0,161 - - 
Competitive positioning 0,327 0,166 0,131 - 
Platform of competition -0,068 0,186 0,171 -0,038 
 
As visible in Tab. 5, Pearson's correlation coefficient between the competitive potential and the strategy of 
competition is 0.427. It is a statistically significant, positive, and of moderate intensity interdependence (level of 
significance of 0.1). It can, therefore, be concluded that the competitive potential of Polish companies has a 
significant impact on the type of the strategy used by competitors. Thus, the hypothesis H1 is true. 
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A lower Pearson correlation coefficient between the strategy of competition and competitive advantage can be 
noted. It equals 0.361. However, it is still well above the threshold of 0.14, which defines the verification threshold 
for the hypothesis H2. It can therefore be concluded that competitive strategy, according to the dependencies in the 
competitiveness integrated model of the company, used in the Polish companies has a significant impact on the type 
of competitive advantage.  
Also in the case of partial correlation coefficients for the two hypotheses, the results are also statistically 
significant (level of significance 0.1), positive, but slightly weaker than the Pearson linear correlation coefficient. 
These values are listed in Table. 6. 
Positively verified hypotheses H1 and H2 indicate that the causal and temporal realationships (temporal relations 
are the result of a one-way time axis), in the competitiveness integrated model of the company, appear actually in 
the group of 252 surveyed companies in Poland. It should be emphasized that the hypotheses H1 and H2 were 
verified in 2013 on a group of 173 Polish enterprises by the means of the Company Competitiveness Barometer 
2013 (Flak, Głód, 2014). 
H3 hypothesis says that the achieved competitive advantage significantly affects the competitive positioning of 
the company. As can be seen from Tab. 5, the impact of competitive advantage on competitive positioning is large 
enough so that one can talk about this relationship (value of 0.397). This compound is statistically significant (level 
of significance of 0.1), and positive. As can be seen in Tab. 5, partial correlation coefficient for this relationship is 
not large (value of 0.131), therefore this effect exists, but it is not dominant and unique. Based on the above 
considerations hypothesis H3 can, therefore, be considered as true, which means that the achieved competitive 
advantage of Polish companies has a significant impact on their competitive positioning. 
Hypothesis H4 also turns out to be true. The Pearson correlation coefficient is 0.512 (Tab. 5) and the partial 
correlation coefficient is 0.327 (Tab. 6). Both are positive and statistically significant (significance level 0.1). Thus 
the resulting competitive positioning has a significant impact on its competitive potential of companies in Poland. 
Hypotheses H5, H6, H7 and H8 concern the influence of the platform of competition on other elements of the 
competitiveness model of the company. Although many authors indicate that this effect is significant (Kmieciak, 
2013), the results obtained do not fully confirm this view. 
The impact of the platform of competition of Polish companies on the competitive potential can be regarded as 
weak, because the Pearson linear correlation coefficient is 0.094 and the partial correlation coefficient is only -0.068 
(even negative, but at such a low value, the sign before the number can be omitted). Thus, the hypothesis H5 is not 
true and the platform of competition does not significantly affect the competitive potential of enterprises. 
However, the platform of competition affects (albeit poorly) the competitive strategy and competitive advantage. 
In the case of Pearson correlation coefficients are respectively 0.228 and 0.214. Partial correlation coefficients are 
0.186 and 0.171, respectively. The above factors mean that there is a statistically significant effect of the platform of 
competition on both, the strategy of competition and the competitive advantage. This means that assuming the level 
of significance set at 0.1 hypothesis H6 and H7 can be confirmed.  
H8 hypothesis should be considered as false, since both the Pearson correlation coefficient and partial correlation 
coefficient have very little value -0.068 and -0.038, respectively. Similarly, as in the case hypothesis H5, a negative 
sign in front of the partial correlation can be omitted. Such small coefficients, at a given significance level of 0.1, do 
not provide a basis for the confirmation of the hypothesis H8. Therefore, in the case of the surveyed Polish 
companies, the platform of competition does not significantly affect the achieved competitive positioning. 
4.3. Results of the research in Poland 
Data from the companies in the Czech Republic were analyzed considering the strength and direction of the 
relationship between the elements of the competitiveness integrated model of the company. These relationships have 
also been evaluated based on the Pearson correlation coefficients and partial correlation coefficients between the 
values of these elements as aggregated variables. The results are presented in Tab. 7 and Tab. 8. 
 
Tab. 7. Pearson correlation coefficients between the elements of the competitiveness integrated model of the 
company in the Czech Republic in 2014 
 Competitive Strategy of Competitive Competitive 
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potential competition advantage positioning 
Strategy of competition 0,542 - - - 
Competitive advantage 0,620 0,565 - - 
Competitive positioning 0,655 0,528 0,385 - 
Platform of competition 0,372 0,434 0,473 0,327 
 
Tab. 8. Partial correlation coefficients between the elements of the competitiveness integrated model of the 
company in the Czech Republic in 2014 
 Competitive 
potential 
Strategy of 
competition 
Competitive 
advantage 
Competitive 
positioning 
Strategy of competition 0,297 1 - - 
Competitive advantage 0,453 0,346 1 - 
Competitive positioning 0,519 0,283 -0,160 1 
Platform of competition -0,001 0,174 0,265 0,082 
 
As can be seen from the values given in Tab. 7, the Pearson correlation coefficient between the competitive 
potential and strategy of competition is 0.542. It is a statistically significant (level of significance of 0.1) positive, 
and of moderate intensity interdependence. It can, therefore, be concluded that in the case of the Czech Republic the 
competitive potential of the company significantly affects the type of the strategy of competition used. Thus, the 
hypothesis H1 is true. 
Pearson correlation coefficient between strategy and competitive advantage of competition is also high at the 
level of 0.565. Therefore, hypothesis H2 must be true. It can, therefore, be concluded that the Czech companies, 
according to the dependencies in the competitiveness integrated model of the company, applied strategy of 
competition has a significant impact on the type of competitive advantage. 
This is also confirmed by the results of partial correlation coefficients for both hypotheses presented in Tab.8. 
They range respectively, for hypothesis H1 0.297 and 0.346 for the hypothesis H2. They are statistically significant 
(significance level 0.1), positive, but slightly weaker than in the case of Pearson correlation coefficients. 
Similarly to the case of Polish companies hypotheses H1 and H2 were positively verified. This means that the 
causal and temporal relationships (temporal relationships result from a one-way time axis), in the competitiveness 
integrated model of the company, appear in the group of 80 surveyed companies in the Czech Republic. 
H3 hypothesis is, in contrast, false. As can be seen from Tab. 7, the impact of competitive advantage on the 
competitive positioning is large enough so that you can talk about this relationship (value 0.385). This is a 
statistically significant (level of significance of 0.1) and positive relationship. As can be seen in Tab. 8, the partial 
correlation coefficient for this relationship is then very low and negative (-0.160 value), which does not support the 
conclusion coming from the Pearson correlation coefficient. This means that the competitive advantage achieved 
does not significantly affect the competitive positioning of companies in the Czech Republic. 
Consecutively, hypothesis H4 turns out to be true. The Pearson correlation coefficient is 0.655 (Tab. 6) and the 
partial correlation coefficient is 0.519 (Tab. 8). Both are positive and statistically significant (significance level 0.1). 
Thus the achieved competitive positioning of the company has a significant impact on its competitive potential. 
Hypotheses regarding the impact of the platform of competition on the other elements of the competitiveness 
model of the company, namely H5, H6, H7 and H8 were characterized in the case of Polish companies with another 
effect of their verification. Recalling that the H5 and H8 proved to be false, and H6 and H7 – true. Another situation 
occurs in the case of data from the Czech companies. 
The impact of the platform of competition on the competitive potential can be considered weak because the 
Pearson linear correlation coefficient is 0.372 and the partial correlation coefficient – -0.001. On the one hand, the 
first value enables to confirm this hypothesis, but the second rejects is (the significance level 0.1). Although the 
relationship appears to be weak, the hypothesis H5 in this case is not true and the platform of competition does not 
significantly affect the competitive potential of Czech companies. 
However, the platform of competition affects (albeit poorly) the strategy of competition and the competitive 
advantage. In the case of Pearson correlation coefficients, they are respectively 0.434 and 0.473. Partial correlation 
coefficients are 0.174 and 0.265 respectively. The above factors mean that there is a statistically significant effect of 
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the platform of competition on both, the strategy of competition and the competitive advantage. This means that 
adopting the level of significance at 0.1, hypotheses H6 and H7 can be confirmed by the data obtained from the 
Czech companies. 
H8 hypothesis should be considered false, even though the Pearson correlation coefficient is quite high – it is 
0.327. However, the partial correlation coefficient is very small – the value of 0.082. So small coefficient at a given 
significance level of 0.1 does not give ground to confirm the hypothesis H8. Therefore, in the case of the surveyed 
companies in the Czech Republic, platform of competition does not significantly affect the achieved competitive 
positioning. 
4.4. Results of the research in Poland 
Similarly, as in the case of the Polish and the Czech companies, the elements of competitiveness of companies in 
Slovakia have been evaluated based on the Pearson correlation coefficients and partial correlation coefficients 
between the values of these elements as aggregated variables. Also in this case, the competitiveness integrated 
model was used and the same hypothesis as presented in the Introduction were verified. 
Pearson correlation coefficients and partial correlation coefficients between the values of these elements as 
aggregated variables are presented in Table. 9 and Tab. 10. 
 
Tab. 9. Pearson correlation coefficients between the elements of the competitiveness integrated model of the 
company in Slovakia in 2014 
 Competitive 
potential 
Strategy of 
competition 
Competitive 
advantage 
Competitive 
positioning 
Strategy of competition 0,396 - - - 
Competitive advantage 0,304 0,531 - - 
Competitive positioning 0,547 0,397 0,346 - 
Platform of competition 0,235 0,372 0,470 0,241 
 
Tab. 10. Partial correlation coefficients between the elements of the competitiveness integrated model of the 
company in Slovakia in 2014  
 Competitive 
potential 
Strategy of 
competition 
Competitive 
advantage 
Competitive 
positioning 
Strategy of competition 0,317 - - - 
Competitive advantage 0,280 0,415 - - 
Competitive positioning 0,419 0,151 0,049 - 
Platform of competition 0,014 0,137 0,288 -0,022 
 
As visible in the Tab. 9, Pearson correlation coefficient between the competitive potential and the strategy of 
competition is 0.396. It is statistically significant (level of significance of 0.1) positive, and of moderate intensity 
interdependence. Partial correlation coefficient is 0.317. It can, therefore, be concluded that the competitive 
potential of the company has a significant impact on the type of its strategy of competition used in Slovakia. Thus, 
the hypothesis H1 is true. 
A fairly high Pearson correlation coefficient between the strategy of competition and competitive advantage 
draws attention. It equals 0.531. Partial correlation coefficient is also higher than in the case of hypothesis H1. It is 
0.415. This confirms the hypothesis H2. It can, therefore, be concluded that in the Slovak companies, according to 
the dependencies in the competitiveness integrated model of the company, the applied strategy of competition has a 
significant impact on the type of its competitive advantage. 
Unlike the companies in Poland and the Czech Republic, the question of the truth of the hypothesis H3 presents. 
As can be seen from Tab. 8, the impact of competitive advantage in the competitive positioning is large enough so 
that one can talk about this relationship (value 0.346). It is a statistically significant (level of significance of 0.1), 
and positive relationship. However, the partial correlation coefficient for this relationship, presented in Tab. 9, is 
low (the value of 0.049), and, therefore, this impact – in terms of accepted level of significance – does not exist. 
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Based on the above considerations, the hypothesis H3 can, therefore, be considered false, which means that the 
achieved competitive advantage of companies in Slovakia does not significantly affect their competitive positioning. 
H4 hypothesis turns out to be true. The Pearson correlation coefficient is 0.547 (Tab. 9) and the partial correlation 
coefficient is 0.418 (Tab. 10). Both are positive and statistically significant (significance level 0.1). Thus the 
achieved competitive positioning of the company has a significant impact on its competitive potential in Slovakia. 
The impact of the platform of competition on the competitive potential can be considered weak because the 
Pearson linear correlation coefficient is 0.235 and the partial correlation coefficient is only 0.014. Thus, the 
hypothesis H5 is not true and the platform of competition does not significantly affect the competitive potential of 
the company. 
However, the platform of competition in Slovakia affects the strategy of competition of Slovak companies. In the 
case of Pearson correlation the coefficient is 0.372, and the partial correlation coefficient is 0.137. These factors 
mean that there is a statistically significant effect of the platform on the strategy of competition. Assuming the level 
of significance set at 0.1, H6 hypothesis can be confirmed. 
The impact of the platform of competition of Slovak companies on the competitive advantage is even greater. 
Pearson correlation coefficient is 0.470, and the partial correlation coefficient – 0.288. They are values that are large 
enough to consider that this effect exists, has quite a large force and additives. H6 hypothesis is true. 
H8 hypothesis must be considered false (as in the case of Poland and the Czech Republic), since both the Pearson 
linear correlation coefficient and the partial correlation coefficient have very small values - 0.241 and -0.022, 
respectively. The negative sign in front of the partial correlation can be omitted. Such small coefficients at a given 
significance level of 0.1 do not provide a basis for the confirmation of the hypothesis H8. Therefore, in the case of 
the surveyed companies in Slovakia, the platform of competition does not significantly affect the achieved 
competitive positioning of Slovak companies. 
4.5. Summary of the results 
Tab. 11 includes the results of the verification of all the hypotheses based on the competitiveness integrated 
model of the company for each from the countries participating in the research. 
 
Tab. 11. The results of the verification of the hypotheses on the relationships in the competitiveness integrated 
model 
 Poland Czech Republic Slovakia 
Hypothesis Hypothesis confirmed Hypothesis confirmed Hypothesis confirmed 
H1 Yes Yes Yes 
H2 Yes Yes Yes 
H3 Yes No No 
H4 Yes Yes Yes 
H5 No No No 
H6 Yes Yes Yes 
H7 Yes Yes Yes 
H8 No No No 
 
As can be seen in Tab. 11, not all hypotheses have been positively verified in all countries. In all countries, 
hypotheses: H1, H2, H4, H6, H7, were positively verified. Similarly, clear results were obtained in the case of 
unverified hypotheses: H5 and H8. In contrast, hypothesis H3 was confirmed on the basis of data from Poland, and 
denied based on the data from the Czech Republic and Slovakia. 
It should be emphasized that the competitiveness integrated model of the company has been designed based on 
other test results and the theoretical basis in the state of the art. However, it can be claimed with high probability 
(though its value cannot be determined), that the relationships between model elements described in hypotheses H5 
and H8 are not true. 
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It appears that the platform of competition is not likely to significantly affect the competitive potential of the 
company, although this effect seems to be intuitive. However, this issue should be analyzed from two points of 
view. 
First, it is necessary to distinguish the possible existence of such an effect in two different cases: in the case of 
emerging companies and companies already existing for some time (the latter participated in the Company 
Competitiveness Barometer). In the first case, the effect appears to be obvious. The platform of competition 
determines, for example the ability to raise capital, acquire human resources, technology, etc. However, in the 
second case, where the company is already running, it has certain resources, which, at least in the short term, 
provide it with further functioning. For the emerging companies their lack would completely unable their initiating 
activity. 
Secondly, in the competitiveness integrated model the impact of the platform of competition on the competitive 
potential is long-term. The ALL2USE test method involves in its essence the simultaneous measurement of all 
elements of the model. Only after a predetermined period of time, when the re-measurement will be performed, the 
conclusions for long-term relationships can be drawn. 
Taking into account these two issues, it can be concluded that the hypothesis H5, although considered to be false 
in the short term, may be true in the long term. This launches the longitudal research by the means of the Company 
Competitiveness Barometer in different countries. 
The area to reconsider the existence of the two relationships between the elements of the competitiveness 
integrated model has been set down. Hence the need to confirm the results of the studies from 2014 in 2015, which 
is planned as a part of the Company Competitiveness Barometer 2015. The fourth edition of the Barometer will be 
held from 1 March to 30 June 2015. 
H8 hypothesis turned out to be false in all countries, and so it turned out that the platform of competition does not 
significantly affect the obtained competitive positioning. How can this be explained? By definition, the platform of 
competition, presented in the State of the Art, is a feature that applies to all competing companies. One of the 
objectives of the competitiveness integrated model was that competitors are only the companies operating in the 
same sector of the economy. And, quite simply, these companies are the subject to same influence of the platform of 
competition. Then, by definition H8 hypothesis would be false because of the assumption that this effect does not 
exist (more precisely, it is the same for each company, which does not affect the relationship between companies in 
terms of competitive positioning). 
All three cases – Poland, Czech Republic and Slovakia –involved companies from different sectors. As a result 
the situation prior to the analysis of test results was unknown. If the hypothesis H8 would have proved to be true in 
its generality for all surveyed companies from all sectors, it would be difficult to decide on the level of the 
aggregate, on which the coefficients are calculated, or at a lower level of generality – in particular sectors – H8 
hypothesis would have been confirmed. In other words, if the hypothesis H8 was true in general for the whole 
economy, it would be impossible to conclude anything about the truth of this hypothesis for each sector. Therefore, 
the assumption made in the competitiveness integrated model, would be still an untested assumption (might be true 
in some sectors, and false in others). 
If the hypothesis H8 is untrue for the entire population of companies and based on a principle of the collection (in 
this case sectors of the economy are subsets, and a collection are all the companies participating in the study), it can 
likely be concluded that the hypothesis H8 is also untrue for companies included in the various sectors. So in a given 
sector the platform of competition does not affect the obtained competitive positioning of the company. This is 
because this effect is the same for all companies in the sector, which does not disturb the relationship between the 
companies. This proves the validity of the assumptions made in the competitiveness integrated model of the 
company, on the impact of the platform of competition on other elements of the model. Of course, to increase the 
likelihood of such a conclusion, obtained by logical inference, studies of the particular sectors should be carried out 
with the help of the Company Competitiveness Barometer. 
In the end, the question why the H3 hypothesis proved to be true in Poland, and false in the Czech Republic and 
Slovakia should be made. The authors cannot give yet an answer to this question based on the data collected and 
using inference based on formal logic. A few hypotheses can be, however, made, for example: 
• H9: In each country the competitive advantage achieved influences with different strength (from no impact 
to an overall impact) the competitive positioning of the company. 
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• H10: In Poland, as in the Czech Republic and Slovakia, competitive advantage achieved does not 
significantly affect the competitive positioning of the company, with the results obtained in Poland in 2014 as a 
special case. 
• H11: In various countries, there are other factors that determine the competitive advantage achieved that 
significantly affect the competitive positioning of the company. 
The above hypotheses can be verified in subsequent editions of the Company Competitiveness Barometer 
(Barometer24.org). 
5. Discussion 
5.1. Company competitiveness research approaches 
Competitiveness has become a subject of research at three levels: national, sectoral and individual business. The 
popularity of the research related to this economic category comes primarily from the publications relating to the 
competitiveness of countries (Global Competitiveness Reports, World Competitiveness Yearbook, National 
Competitiveness Reports). One of the most important centers for the study of international competitiveness is the 
International Institute for Management Development (IMD), which presents the research results in annual reports, in 
the form of World Competitiveness Yearbook, since several years. New approaches in this area are also represented 
by the European Commission (Aiginger et al., 2013). On the other hand, the level of economic sectors so-called 
Porter’s diamond model is applied (Deniz et al., 2013). 
The presented study represents the company’s competitiveness perspective. The approach aiming at an attempt to 
aggregate assess competitiveness can be seen in studies related to the competitiveness of the company. This 
approach appears in publications of the European Central Bank (Verschelde et al., 2013). An example of such an 
approach are also studies conducted by M. Krzesaja in assessing the competitiveness of an online business (Krzesaj, 
2013). 
There are also attempts to assess individual elements of competitiveness of the company without rating the 
influence of individual factors that form them. An example of this approach is research conducted by M. Radomska 
in assessing the competitiveness of the airline industry (Radomska, 2012). In some studies selected determinants of 
business performance or sources of competitive advantage alone are evaluated. E. Więcek-Janka and A. Kujawińska 
present the results of an empirical research conducted among family microenterprises, in which the impact of 
democratic decision-making system, tactical planning, implementation of organizational innovations on their 
competitiveness were assessed (Więcek-Janka and Kujawińska, 2010).  
A similar approach is presented by K. L. Njeri and A. Thuo in research conducted in the horticultural industry in 
which the determinants of the sources of competitive advantage were identified: the location, the system of human 
resource management and horticultural clusters (Njeri and Thuo, 2014). In turn, G. M. Guzman, J. S. Gutierrez, 
J.Cortes, and R. G. Ramirez evaluated the impact of financial efficiency, cost reduction level and the level of 
applied technologies on competitiveness in the research of the furniture industry in Spain (Guzman et al., 2012).  
Identification of some factors affecting the competitiveness of the company (subjective assessment of 
respondents) presents A. Zakrzewska-Bielawska’s studies of small construction companies (Zakrzewska-Bielawska, 
2009). On the other hand, the impact of intangible assets on the level of competitiveness of the company is 
emphasized in the study of J. Lubomska-Kalisz, that were undertaken at the request of the Polish Agency for 
Enterprise Development (Lubomska-Kalisz, 2013). 
Conducting research in a broader context taking into account the relationship between the individual elements of the 
competitiveness of the company can be found relatively rare. R. Kusa highlights some limitations of this approach 
and points to the need to take into account the assessment of competitive environment affecting the competitiveness 
of companies (Kusa, 2008). The most often, the studies present the relationship between the competitive potential 
and competitiveness (treated in the dimension of the subjective evaluation by the participants in these studies, or as 
competitive positioning assessed from the perspective of financial results). The need for a multi-criteria research in 
this field is argued by Rose, Abdullah and Ismad, who offer the measurement of the competitive potential, 
competitive advantage and business performance (Rose et al., 2012). Research in this approach are presented by the 
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National Bank of Slovakia (Lalinsky, 2008). An interesting trend seems to be also conducting research with regard 
to internationalization processes of enterprises (Depperu and Cerrato, 2005). 
5.2. Theoretical contribution 
Based on the results of research and verification of hypotheses, showing the relationships between the elements 
of competitiveness integrated model some changes could be introduced.  
At this point it should be noted that the competitiveness integrated model of a company is based on the state of 
the art, presented in part State of the art of this paper. Its assumptions implied hypotheses, which are described in the 
Introduction. The research in Poland, the Czech Republic and Slovakia on the group of 992 companies enabled to 
review and verify 8 hypotheses, including 5 positively in all countries, and 2 negatively. One of the hypotheses was 
considered true in Poland, but has not been confirmed in the Czech Republic and Slovakia. 
Accordingly, there is a need of a slight modification of the competitiveness integrated model. The modifications 
concern the relationship between the elements of the model and hypotheses proved to be false in all the countries. 
These modifications are as following: 
1. The platform of competition does not affect the competitive potential of the company (the verification of the 
hypothesis H5). 
2. The platform of competition does not affect the obtained competitive positioning (the verification of the 
hypothesis H8). 
Modifications of the competitiveness integrated model of a company are presented in the Fig. 3. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Fig. 3. Modified Competitiveness Integrated Model of a Company 
 
The issue of ambiguity resulting from the different results of the verification of the hypothesis H3, about the fact 
that the competitive advantage achieved significantly affects the competitive positioning of the company, requires 
additional discussion. H3 hypothesis proved to be true in Poland, and false in the Czech Republic and Slovakia.  
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Therefore, in Figure 3 the impact of competitive advantage on a competitive positioning was replaced by the dashed 
line compared to Figure 1. The relationship between these elements need to be reconsidered in future research of 
company’s competitiveness by the means of Company Competitiveness Barometer (Barometer24.org). 
6. Discussion 
The results of the Company Competitiveness Barometer 2014 turned out to be quite surprising compared to the 
theoretical basis on the competitiveness of enterprises. Designed Competitiveness Integrated Model of the company, 
as shown in Figure 1, had to be slightly modified resulting from the verification of hypotheses. Its new version is 
presented in Figure 3. 
It turned out that in all the countries participating in the study similar phenomena described by the concept of 
competitiveness appear. They are as follows: 
1. Types and characteristics of the competitive potential of the company influence types and characteristics of the 
strategy used by this company; This is a short-term impact. 
2. Types and characteristics of competitive strategy of the company influence (through feedback) the types and 
characteristics of the competitive potential of the company; This is a short-term impact. 
3. Types and characteristics of competitive strategy of the company affect the types and characteristics of its 
competitive advantage; This is a short-term impact. 
4. The competitive positioning of the company influences (through feedback) the types and characteristics of the 
competitive potential of the company; This is a long-term impact. 
5. The platform of competition affects the competitive strategy and competitive advantage, but it does not affect the 
competitive potential and competitive positioning. 
Due to the different results of the hypothesis H3 verification, it is difficult to conclude whether the types and 
characteristics of competitive advantage affect the competitive positioning of the company. 
The presented method of researching competitiveness of the company based on the competitiveness integrated 
model fits in the trend of multi-criteria studies, which emphasize the complexity of the company's competitiveness 
as an object of empirical research. 
The cyclical way of conducting research on the competitiveness of companies, that is proposed by the authors, is 
appropriate for the postulates of a dynamic approach to the study of competitiveness [Smith et al., 2001; He and 
Mahoney, 2006] and designing related activities to improve competitiveness in the future [Oral and Kett, 2009]. 
Throughout 2014 a cooperation net of 7 European countries is planned to be built: Poland, Spain, Czech 
Republic, Slovakia, Hungary, Finland and Germany so that the international pilot research will be possible to be 
conducted in several market sectors. The results of the research are going to be used to form an application for a 
grant within Horizon 2020. The application is going to be applied in 2015. The same year, another year of pilot 
research is going to be conducted in order to amplify the foundations of the future research project. The main 
research project is planned for the period of 5 years (2016-2020). During this period several main activities will be 
undertaken.  
In 2016 and 2017 the research is planned to be conducted in 7 countries in several market sectors. During that 
period testing and verifying pattern recognition of company competitiveness in different sectors, developing the tool 
barometer24.org, establishing a committee of advisers and inviting next 14 countries to the project are planned. In 
2018 and 2019 we plan to continue the research in all 20 countries in several sectors, as well as to apply pattern 
recognition of company’s competitiveness in different sectors, develop the tool barometer24.org, project and launch 
a mobile application to assess company’s competitiveness.  
In 2020, which is the last year of the project, we plan to continue the research, create main scientific results of the 
projects: books, research tools, theoretical and practical recommendations. Additionally, we plan to develop and 
manage the mobile application to assess company’s competitiveness. 
The participants of the project are going be the Universities from the previously selected European countries, that 
will be coordinating research among companies in their countries. In this way, analyses of the results of research not 
only on the national level, but also on the international level concerning many European countries, will be possible. 
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Beside of conducting the scientific research, the practical applicability plays a role as a big valuable factor of the 
presented concept. 
The previously mentioned practical applicability appears in the form of collecting information about the 
competitiveness of companies in different sectors. In this way, a single company will be able to build up an own 
program in order to improve its competitiveness, and ultimately use the barometer of competitiveness in a mobile 
computing application. 
Additionally, the institutions that support the given companies from the level of European Union, will be able to 
identify the potential areas of activities undertaken in the field of designing programs and forms of grants, by the 
means of the research results. 
Conducting research in the proposed approach makes it possible to conduct regular surveys and the integration of 
the scientific community centered around the theme of competitiveness. In the case of companies participating in the 
study, it makes it possible to diagnose competitiveness, apply benchmarking and – on the basis of the obtained 
information – to build programs enhancing the competitiveness. 
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